. TANNER, 1969, p. 395. Discussion. -Most of the Garvin Gully rhinoceros material is too poorly preserved to be identified. The most diagnostic specimen is TMM 41662-1, a partial left ramus with m3 and part of m2 (Figure 3 .7-3.9). In size and morphology it most closely approaches specimens referred to "Diceratherium" barbouri (Table 3) The only other diagnostic rhino specimen from the Garvin Gully fauna is TMM 31048- Although it is from the Barstovian of New Mexico, it is discussed in this paper because it shows the morphology of P. hessei prior to crushing and restoration. The basal tooth dimensions are larger than is typical for P. hessei (Table 4) In every other feature, including size, "Diceratherium jamberi" is almost a perfect match for Peraceras profectum (Table 7) (Fig. 11.3) consists of a simple ectoloph with a metaloph at right angles to it. DP2-4 all have high-crowned ectolophs, strong anterior cingula, strong antecrochets, and lobate crochets that meet the crista to form a medifossette. The crochet is longest and most intricately lobate on dP4. The sutures of these skulls are unfused, the zygoma are narrow, the supraorbital rugosities are undeveloped, and the occiput is unflared; all of these features might be expected in a juvenile skull. Heissig (1973) suggested that teleoceratines were closely related to aceratherines (he placed them as tribes of his Aceratheriinae). All characters he cited were either primitive for both groups (larger lower tusk, absence of nasal horn, short mandibular symphysis, articulation of the radius with the cuneiform, unequally curved dorsal surfaces of the carpals and tarsals, and presence of manus digit V) or derived for only the Teleoceratini (presence of a small nasal horn, upper molars with a strong antecrochet, and articulation of the ulna with the lunar). Heissig cited both presence and absence of the last character in his diagnosis of Aceratheriinae.
In contrast to Heissig's view, several characters suggest that teleoceratines are more closely related to rhinocerotinines than they are to aceratherines. These features include: small terminal nasal horn present (expanded in rhinocerotinines) on fused terminal nasals; lambdoid crest expanded laterally; a posterior articulation between the scaphoid and the lunar; and reduced bony bar between the foramen ovale and the foramen lacerum medium (node 9). Because of these characters, it is recommended that Rhinocerotinae be expanded to include the tribe Teleoceratini as well as the tribe Rhinocerotini, and that Aceratheriinae be confined to Heissig's Aceratherini.
The teleoceratines are distinguished by hypsodont teeth, strong upper molar antecrochets, reduced premolars (P2/2 lost in derived forms), premaxilla and upper tusk (II) enlarged, lateral edges of the nasals strongly downturned, torso lengthened and barrel-like, limbs shortened (carpals and tarsals "compressed" dorsoventrally), zygomatic arch broadened, calcaneal tuber elongate, skull brachycephalic, and nasal incision retracted to over the anterior part of P3 (node 10). An hypothesis of relationships is proposed for the common North American Miocene rhinoceros genera, Aphelops, Peraceras, and Teleoceras. Aphelops and Peraceras are included in the subfamily Aceratheriinae, along with the European genera Chilotherium and Aceratherium s.s. Teleoceras (a member of the tribe Teleoceratini) is more closely related to the Rhinocerotini (which includes all living species) than it is to the Aceratheriinae. To reflect this, the usage of the subfamily Rhinocerotinae is expanded to include the tribes Teleoceratini and Rhinocerotini.
